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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-8, 10-19, 21-30, and 32-33 are presented for examination. 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed 
on 08/06/2009 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-8, 10-19, 21-30, and 32-33 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Berger et al. (US PG Pub No. US 2003/0014466 A1), in view of 
McMillan et al. (US PG Pub No. US 2005/0076326 A1), in view of Armstrong et al. (US 
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PG Pub No. US 2002/01 56824 A1 ), further in view of Midgley (US PG Pub No. US 
2006/0168224 A1). 

5. Armstrong was disclosed in IDS dated 9/29/2005. Berger was disclosed in IDS 
dated 04/23/2008. 

6. Regarding claim 1 , Berger teaches a machine-implemented method, comprising: 
establishing a plurality of non-global operating system partitions within a global 

operating system environment provided by the operating system, wherein each non- 
global operating system partition serves to isolate processes running within that non- 
global operating system partition from other non-global operating system partitions 
within the global operating system environment, wherein enforcement of boundaries 
between the non-global operating system partitions is carried out by the operating 
system, and wherein the plurality of non-global operating system partitions comprises a 
particular non-global operating system partition ([0035] lines 9-14, wherein an operating 
system sets up logically protected computing environments or compartments); 

ensuring that processes running within the particular non-global operating system 
partition are allowed to utilize only the resources assigned to that partition ([0035] lines 
20-22). 

7. Berger does not explicitly teach that each of the non-global partitions comprises 
a file system. McMillan teaches the use of separate file systems for each of a semi- 
independent virtual OS environments operating within the scope of a main operating 
system ([0008]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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of the invention to try to modify Berger to explicitly teach a separate file system for each 
partition. One would be motivated by the desire to provide better isolation from each of 
the other environments as taught by McMillan. 

8. Berger does not explicitly teach associating the particular non-global operating 
system partition with a first resource pool comprising one or more resources. Armstrong 
teaches the use of processor resource pools in logically partitioned system ([001 1- 

001 2]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Berger to include processor resource pools. Since Berger only 
discloses methods to assign network resources, one would be motivated by the desire 
to include a way of assigning each compartment in Berger to a processor resource pool. 

9. Berger and Armstrong teach: receiving a request to change the resource pool 
association for the particular non-global operating system partition to associate the 
particular non-global operating system partition with a second resource pool instead of 
the first resource pool, wherein the second resource pool is a different resource pool 
from the first resource pool, and wherein the second resource pool comprises one or 
more resources (Armstrong [0009], wherein resources can be reallocated according to a 
user); 

changing the resource pool association for the particular non-global operating 
system partition to cause the particular non-global operating system partition to be 
associated with the second resource pool instead of the first resource pool (Armstrong 
[0009], wherein resources can be reallocated); and 
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ensuring that the processes running within the particular non-global operating 
system partition are allowed to utilize only the resources in the second resource pool 
(Berger [0035] lines 20-22 and Armstrong [0010]). 

10. Berger and Armstrong do not teach that changing the resource pool associations 
is performed without terminating and restarting the processes running within the 
particular non-global operating system partition. 

1 1 . Midgley teaches a method of allocated resources from a server pool without the 
need to restart the server ([0006]). Midgley teaches that such methods reduce the 
amount of downtime encountered in a server environment ([0003]). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow for changes in resource associations to 
be performed without terminating and restarting the processes. One would be motivated 
by the desire to reduce the downtime encountered as taught by Midgley. 

12. Regarding claim 2, Armstrong teaches that the first resource pool comprises one 
or more processors ([0012]). 

13. Regarding claim 3, Armstrong teaches that ensuring comprises: assigning work 
from processes running within the particular non-global operating system partition to 
only the one or more processors in the first resource pool ([001 1], wherein each logical 
partition is constrained to execute in an assigned processor set). 
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14. Regarding claim 4, Armstrong teaches that the first resource pool comprises an 
indication of a maximum amount of memory that can be consumed ([0023]). 

15. Regarding claim 5, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Midgley do not explicitly 
teach that ensuring comprises: 

receiving, from a particular process running within the particular non-global 
operating system partition, a memory allocation request; determining whether granting 
the memory allocation request would cause the maximum amount of memory that can 
be consumed to be exceeded; and in response to a determination that granting the 
memory allocation request would not cause the maximum amount of memory that can 
be consumed to be exceeded, granting the memory allocation request. 

16. However, it is old and well known that operating system manage memory 
allocation requests and grant them accordingly. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Berger and Armstrong to explicitly teach memory 
management. 

17. Regarding claim 6, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Midgley do not explicitly 
teach ensuring further comprises: in response to a determination that granting the 
memory allocation request would cause the maximum amount of memory that can be 
consumed to be exceeded, deallocating sufficient memory from one or more other 
processes to enable the memory allocation request to be granted without causing the 
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maximum amount of memory that can be consumed to be exceeded; and granting the 
memory allocation request. 

18. It is old and well known that OS can reallocate resources to ensure the efficient 
management of resources such as when a high priority process has an urgent 
processing target that needs to be met. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to deallocate sufficient memory from one or 
more other processes to enable the memory allocation request to be granted without 
causing the maximum amount of memory that can be consumed to be exceeded and 
granting the memory allocation request. One would be motivated by the desire to 
ensure that high priority requests are granted. 

1 9. Regarding claim 7, Berger teaches that the operating system is executed on a 
computer system, and wherein the resources in the first resource pool are just a subset 
of a total set of resources available on the computer system ([0035] lines 20-26). 

20. Regarding claim 8, Armstrong teaches that ensuring comprises: associating each 
process running within the particular non-global operating system partition with the first 
resource pool ([001 1], wherein each logical partition is constrained to execute in an 
assigned processor set). 

21 . Regarding claim 10, Armstrong teaches that ensuring that processes running 
within the particular non-global operating system partition are allowed to utilize only the 
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resources in the second resource pool comprises: associating each process running 
within the particular non-global partition with the second resource pool instead of the 
first resource pool ([001 1], wherein each logical partition is constrained to execute in an 
assigned processor set). 

22. Regarding claim 1 1 , Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Midgley do not explicitly 
teach that the operating system executes on a computer system, and wherein the 
method further comprises: prior to receiving the request to change the resource pool 
association: receiving, from a particular process running within the particular non-global 
operating system partition, a request for information pertaining to all resources; and 
providing, to the particular process, information pertaining only to the one or more 
resources in the first resource pool, even though the computer system comprises other 
resources. 

23. Armstrong teaches that each partition is completely separated from each other 
([0034]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide information pertaining only to the one or more resources in the first 
resource pool, even though the computer system comprises other resources. One 
would be motivated by the desire to enforce isolation of partitions as indicated by 
Armstrong ([0034]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/768,303 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2195 

24. Regarding claims 12-19, 21-30, and 32-33, they are the machine-readable 
medium and apparatus claims of claims 1-8, and 10-11 above. Therefore, they are 
rejected for the same reasons as claims 1-8, and 10-11 above. 

Response to Arguments 

25. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -8, 1 0-1 9, 21-30, and 32-33 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric C. Wai whose telephone number is 571-270-1012. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs, 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng - Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2195 Examiner, Art Unit 2195 



